on January 30, 1760 about the Maratha attack planned for 
the following day or the day after, Raghunathrao indica- 
ted how Maratha forces should be positioned in the battle. 
He recommended that the main force under Sadashivraobhau 
should be on the left of the artillery and the right of 
the enemy, while he himself would attack from the right 
of the artillery and the left of the enemy forces, with 
Damaji Gaikwad and his nephew moving in on the enemy's 
rear.?” fax: 

On the eve of the decisive engagement Raghunathrao 
again wrote to Sadashivraobhau making definite proposals 
for the disposition of the Maratha forces. He wanted the 
forces under Sadashivraobhau and his own troops and the 
artillery to be in the frontline facing the enemy. He 
expected that this arrangement would provoke the Mughal 
to mount an attack. If the Mughal attack did not mate- 
rialise, then the cavalry could charge into the enemy. 

He held that such a plan would be ideal, even if the 
Mughal forces drew away to avoid battle. He advised 
that the Maratha forces should camp for the night within 


en re 


2. Ibid., No.58 . 42043 & No. 59, pe 433 Sadashivrao- 

, bhau Accepted Raghunathrao' s suggestions regarding 
the battle plan. This is clear from Raghunathrao's 
letter of February 1, 1760 to Sadashivraobhau inform- 
ing him that he (Raghunathrao) should advance on the 
right side of the artillery, and Damaji Gaikwad and 
his nephew would move in from the w rear. ( SPb.-, 


vol. I, No. 605 pp. 44-45 ) 
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were induced to desert and carried with them to the 
Peshwa side Moghul Ali, the youngest son of Niam-ul- 
Mulk.25 Thus weakened while the opposition grew - 
increasingly spirited, the Nizam sued for peace and a 
treaty was concluded under which the Nizam transferred 
to the Peshwa a territory with a revenue of forty lakhs 
of rupees, “© 
In the negotiations with the English for assis- 
tance, Madhavrao played an active part as would seem 
clear from the correspondence referred to earlier. Thus 
it was not that Madhavrao was not fully involved in the 
conduct of affairs. Yet Raghunathrao as the regent and 


25. Ibid., p.73 (comment); SPD., vol.38,N0.33, p. 273 
No.50,p.393; No.57,p.44; Rajwade, op,cit.,vol.X, 
No.2,pel1; Grant Duff,op.cit.,vol.II,pp.165-166, 


26. Rajwade, op,cit., vol.X,No.2,p.13 An exactly oppo- 
Site picture of the manner of the termination of the 
hostilities and the terms of the treaty is presented 
by Grant Duff. He wrote "----Nizam Ally was induced 
to listen to overtures, and relaxed in an original 
demand for the restoration of the whole territory 
conquered by Ballajee Rao. An accommodation took 
place, by which cessions to the amount of twenty=- | 
seven lacks of rupees of annual revenue from Auranga- 
bad and Beder were relinquished by Rugonath Rao as 
the price of peace".(James Grant Duff, History of the 
Mahrattas, vol.II,p.166). Grant Duff, however, does 
not cite the source of his information. On the other 
hand, that the Nizam initiated moves for peace and 
made over to the Peshwa territories with annual - 
revenue of fofty lakhs of rupees is reported by the 
Peshwa to Sadashiv Dixit in a letter of January 5 
1762.(V.K.Rajwade,MIS,vol.X,No.l,p.1). Another letter 
which was sent by Baburao Sadashiv to Mahipatrao 
Kavade on Dec.29,1761, alludes to the transfer of 
territory to the Peshwa.(D.V.Apte,Chandrachud Daftar- N 
Kala I, No.139,p.128). 

It has to be added, however, that the area trans- 6 
ferred to the Peshwa was territory held by Ramchandra 
Jadhav and Moghal Ali under the Nizam, The transfer 
was thus the restoration of the rights of Jadhav and 
Moghal Ali who had deserted the Nizam to join the 
Peshwa. — ‘ 
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dropped and attention was turned towards Karnatak.°+ The 
Karbharis proposed a dispatch of fifty thousand troops to 


wrest from the control of Haidar Ali the areas he had -— i‘ 


5 


taken over in 1760 and 1761. . “But the necessary forces 


could not be raised. Nor had the Karbharis the wherewi thal 


een ce nee 


51. ibid., No.58L, PPe 79=80. ~~ 


52. The entire area, lying south of the Maratha territory 
upto Madras and Tanjore, was conquered by the Marathas 
in their campaigns during the regime of Peshwea Nana- 
seheb. In the First Karnatak campaign in 1763, the 
Marathas collected handsome tribute from Shriranga- 
pattan and conquered the paraganas of Dharwar.and - . 
Kolhapur and the fort of Holihonnur, In the Second 
Campaign the Marathas took over Bagalkot, Anjani, = 
Harihar and Mudalgi in 1754. During the next two |. - 

. ‘years Bidnur, Savnur, Mishrakot, Kundgol, Hubli,Banka- _ 
pur, Sondhay Harpanhalli, Rayadurga, Chittaldurg, 
Madangad and Basawapattam were conquered, The Fourth 
Campaign in 1758 brought Sira, Belgaum Kudappes - 
Mysore, Ongal, Neloor, Sarvapalli and Kalahas i under 
Maratha domination. In 1760 Haidar Ali, started - 
extending his influence northward, after signing a 
treaty of peace with the French. Haidar took posses- 
sion of the district of Baramahal belonging to the 
Nawab of Cuddappa.. Visaji Krishna who was the Maratha 
Sardar in charge of the paragana, had Haidar's advan- 
ced troops led by Makdum surrounded at Anekal and © 
completely routed a relieving force sent by Haidar 
from Baramahal, rendering Haidar absolutely helpless. 
The Marathas, however, suddently showed themselves 
amenable to Haidar's peace offers and agreed to with- 
draw on Haidar Ali paying a fine of five lakhs of 
rupees and ceding Baramahal, Haidar Ali promptely 
accepted the terms but was puzzled by the sudden 
willingness of the Marathas to make peace which was 
the result of the difficult Maratha position in the 
North India about which Haidar Ali was at the moment 
ignorant. When he learnt of the Maratha defeat at 

Panipat, Haidar Ali refrained from handing over the 
Baramahal district to Visaji Krishna and then pro- 
ceeded to extend his territory. Byk the beginning 
_of 1762, he had established supremacy over Karnatak » 
“having conquered the Maratha territory upto and - X 
including the stronghold of Sira. (N.K.Sinhe, Haidar 

Ali, pp. 48=50 and 60 ). 


116 


Peshwa Nanasaheb had taken from the Nizam after the 
battle of Udgir, but which was reoccupied by the - 
Nizam after Nanasaheb's death. The Nizam also agreed 
to cede additional territory with a revenue of twenty 
two lekhs. 224 

Attention could now be turned to Haidar 411 who 
had established during 1763 his authority over most of 
the Maratha territory in Karnatak, capturing Chitradurg 
in January, Sondha in February, Savnur in July, Banka- 
pur, Hubli and Mishrakote in August, Bédnur and Kittur 
in September, Dharwar in October and Honavar in Nover- 


115 The expedition to Karnatak was led by Madhav- 


ber. 
rao. 
Madhavrao wrote to his mother on Jan.5, 1764, 

from Navi on the route from Poona to Satara, that he 

had urged Raghunathrao to accompany him, and that he 

set out by himself only after Raghunathrao turned - 

down the request, 116 Grant Duff does not refer to 

Madhavrao’s request to Raghunathrao. According to him, 

"Mahdoo Rao insisted on his right to command this army, 

whilst his uncle remained at Poona to conduct the 

eee 

pe Site) NoMa Peele ee tee Te 

"yates MesBtesbSeeis Metaass oerehi ees, Seeks 
p.759, No.375, p.622 and No.294, p.767 

116. Ibid., No.396L, p. 768. : 
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this occasion were as prompt as judicious. The persons 
on whose assistance Ragoba chiefly relied had not yet 
reached Poona; no overt steps had been taken, but the ” 
pakak plot was certain, and the instruments might soon 
be expected. The Peshwa was aware that his own party 
in Poona was at present strong, and that no troops had 
yet been raised by his uncle; he accordingly directed a 
considerable body of cavalry to return by the high road 
to the capital, while he, mounting a favourite mare and 
with only one attendant, proceeded across the mountains, 
and reached the palace unexpectédly at daylight next 
morning. He sprang from his horse and ran through the 
apartments (unarmed as he was), xtill he reached his 
uncle's presence. Ragoba, equally surprised and morti- 
fied at this sudden appearance of his nephew, feigned 
great gratification, and asked the cause. A few moments 
served the Peshwa to explain himself: ' I am no sooner 
absent than your Highness, I hear, has ordered troops 
to be raised, which I learn are to be employed against 
me. This igs quite unnecessary. I have left my army, 
and am come alone and unarmed to submit to your will, 
rather than be the Cause of dissension among my country 
men ', Ragoba is said to haye melted into tears at the 


contemplation of so much generosity, and to have Clasped 


132 
of his personal ends. It is interesting that not only 
has not Wilks cited any authority for his statements, 
put after stating that there " were, without question, 
some secret articles which were the foundation of that 


good understanding which ever afterwards subsisted bet- 


ween Hyder and Ragonaut Row " (emphasis added), itis 


not till the news of the conspiracy in Poona to remove 
Raghunathrao from the office of the Peshwa reached - 
Raghunathrao and Haidar later in 1774, that he is able 
to write about an understanding. 1*° Indeed in a fairly 
long and detailed story, Wilks' first reference after 
the pact of Bednur to any dealings be tween baghenekuad 


Se ea ay ase a See A een —— ee 

145, " Qn succeeding to power, he (Raghunathrao) had 
been early in the field against Nizam Ali, and 
although unsuccessful in an action with the chief, 
he determined a short campaign by an advantageous 
peace; and was drawn to the south by the hostili- 
ties of Hyder, who was far from expecting So - 
prompt a visit; and prepared to break the fury of 
the storm by_an early negotiation. His mission, 
headed by Apajee Ram, met Ragonaut Row in full * 
march to the south, at Calliandroog, to the south- 
east of Raidroog, on the exact day, when by 4 
singular coincidence he received information of the 
confederacy at Poona, which had openly announced 
their determination to depose him. The conferences 
had not commenced, when considerable corps of the 
army had begun to withdraw, under their respective 
chiefs, to join the opposite party. Appaji Ram was 
too acute a negotiator to overlook the opportunity, 
which was thus presented of improving the politi- 
eal relations of his master; he saw that the aid 
which Ragonaut Row would require, and his master 
could confer, formed the most solid basis of con- 
ciliation; he fairly and openly explained the reci- 
procal interests, which would be promoted by their 
union, and a treaty was concluded, by which Hyder 
acknowledged Ragonaut Row as the exclusive head of 
the Mahratta State, and agreed to pay him, and him 
only, the reduced tribute of six lacs of rupees, 
on the condition, that he shoyld be ready, when 
required to act with his whole force in support of 
Ragonaut Row's pretensions. That chief was under 
the necessity of moving with haste to the north- 


14? 


the North ates. 2° Théslast was obviously agreed upon 
between Madhavrao and naghunathrae.2° 

Raghunathrao set out for the North from Anand- 
valli. He had hardly led his army forty miles out of 
Nasik when he received Madhavrao's message from Siddha- 
tek suggesting that the two should meet for consultations 
at Toka ‘before proceeding further with any action. Report- 
ing this, to Malharrao Holkar on November 23, 1765 from 
Waphgaon (Gohad), Yeshwantrao Gangadhar stated: " It is 
to be seen what is decided after the two meet, Raosaheb 
(the Peshwa) is inclined to stay at home at first to 
deal satisfactorily with Nizam Ali, Haidar Naik - 
{Janoji} Bhonsle and thereafter proceed to the North. 
Dadasaheb's (Raghunathrao's) view is that the expedition 
to the North should be undertaken fimmediately} ".7° 


18. Ibid., No.578, p. 1027. 


19% In his) commentary under the title 'Family Quarrel' 
Khare has stated that, in response to a demand from 
Holkar for dispatch of forces to the North the - 
Peshwa decided that an army should be sent immediately 
after the rains and Raghunathrao accepted the respon- 
sibility of leading the Suny. (Khate 1 SBeSik- 1vol tr 
p.1012). Sardesai also indicated:"He (Madhavrao) had 
settled the arrangement for the expedition of Raghu- 
nathraodada to the North". But he did this while dis- 
cussing Madhavrao's preparations for,campaign against 
Janoji Bhonsle. Accor g to Sardesai, the Peshwa was 
fully aware of the activities of Janoji Bhonsle - 
including the effort to.win over Raghunathrao, ‘the 
Peshwa therefore made full military preparations but at 
the same time carefully handled relationships on all 
sides. He, however, did not let any one in on his 
true thoughts". The decision about Raghunathrao's 
expedition to the North was part of those moves of 
Madhavrao the purpose of which pe’ kept to himself. 
(Sardesai,II-Marathi Riyasat-4 ak Madhayrao, 

p.170). 
20. Apte, opecit., Kala I, No.97, p. 92. 
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the Nizam threw his weight in the Raghunathrao-Madhavrao 
quarrel in 1762, and since Madhavrao became the Peshwa 
the Nizam was on the opposite side on all the occasions 
their paths crossed. Though alliances as well as enmi- 
ties in political relations are never permanent, can 

one reasonably expect, against such a background, Madhav- 
rao to seek on his own initiative an alliance with the 
Nizam, and further to believe that it would remain - 
secret from his uncle. 

Kincaid and Parasnis have this to say about biel 
Peshwa's action against Janoji: " Madhavrao had acqui- 
esced in the grant of lands worth thirty-two lakhs a 
year to Janoji Bhosle {as a price for defection from 
the Nizam's side in 1763}; but he had not forgiven the 
treachery by which it had been acquired. Nor had - 
Janoji's subsequent conduct been such as to merit for- 
giveness., Resenting the public rebuke given him by the ony 
young Peshwa, he had been in constant communication with = ss 
Raghunathrao's wife, Anandibai in the hope of instigat- 
ing her husband to a fresh rebellion. The secret - 
service of Madhavrao was excellent and he was fully 
aware of Janoji Bhosle's seditious correspondence. 

Determined to punish hin, he found an ally ready to 
hand in Nizam Ali,,who readily listened to Madhavrao's 


proposals aa Surely Madhavrao, who himself was - on a 


41. Kincaid & Parasnis, op.cit., vol.III, p.92. 


Briggs writes thus in his book 'The Nizam’: 
" The Peishwa finding it in his policy to stand well 
with Nizam Alee, and that the latter would readily 
enter on an offensive alliance against his quondam 
and treacherous ally, Janojee Bhonslay, a secret com- 
pact was entered into about the beginning of the year 
1765, the particulars of which, if ever committed to 
writing, have not been discovered, but the object of 
it became tolerably obvious from a variety of facts"? 
It is clear that Briggs based himself entirely on Grant 
Duff; and Grant Duff's version has been dealt with by 
us earlier, 

In discussing Peshwa's action, Banerjee writes: 
“Apart from the probability of his concluding a new 
alliance with the Nizam, Janoji had on various grounds 
incurred the displeasure of the Peshwa. Even in the 
days of Balaji Rao the Hlionsies were unwilling to - 
recognise the Peshwa's right to levy Sardeshmukhi and 
Babti in Berar, which they regarded as their special 
watan, It is obvious that such a claim to full-fledged 
autonomy could not be accepted by the head of the - 
Maratha confederacy. Moreover, Janoji's conduct since 
1761 had no excuse. He had openly fought against the 
Peshwa as an ally of the Nizam, and allowed his Muslim 


42. Briggs, H.G., The N ’ vol.I, pp.68-69, 
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published, is not himself clear about the date, suffix- 
ing the year 1765 with a question mark.** Nor are the 
contents of the letter such as to establish unequivo- 
cally negotiations of an alliance against the Peshwa, 
Since the Nizam desired to annex the territories of 
Haidar Ali as much as those of Janoji, would it be - 
impossible that the two possible victims sought to come 
together against a powerful entity which separated 
their territories? 

According to Sardesai, on the other hand, both 
the Nizam and Bhonsle sought the Peshwa's assistance: 
“At this moment a frightful struggle was raging in - 
Berar between Nizam Ali and the Bhonsles of Nagpur, 
both of whom had appealed to the Peshwa for help, in 
consonance with the understanding that had been arrived 
at when the treaty of Aurangabad was concluded two years 
ago. The Peshwa always apprehended that a combination 
between his uncle, the Bhonsale and the Nizam would 
gravely menace his position, and determined to utilise 
the occasion to reduce the overgrown power of the - 
Bhosle and draw the Nizam closer to him. The Bhosle, 

a member of the Maratha state, was often disloyal to 


44. In reviewing Dr. Banerjee's work on Madhav Rao I, 
T.S.Shejwalkar stated that Banerjee based his work 
on, among other, "the badly dated Peshwa Daftar" 
and pithily pointed out "Incorrect dating of docu- 
ments is a besetting sin in the Marathi editing of 
original papers".(Shejwalkar, T.S., " vrao I* 


Research Institute, vol.IV, tigas- zx) > = Bet sett 


the Peshwa, being in the habit of intriguing with the 
Peshwa's enemies. Janoji's atrocities during the - 
summer of 1763 in the devastation of Poona and other 
places the Peshwa had neither forgotten nor forgiven 
and now came an opportunity to teach him a lesson by 
“putting down his treachery. Madhavrao gave his unnle 
only a vague general outline but did not disclose his 
line of action, nor his inner motives as to which - 
Side he was going to espouse, and asked his uncle to 
join him at the Godavari directly from Nasik. The 
Bhosle and Raghunathrao hardly expected that the Peshwa 
would make friends with Nizam Ali and manage to foil 
their secret intrigues".*° 
Sardesai gives two reasons why the Peshwa assis- 
tedthe Nizam against Janoji. First, the Peshwa wanted 
to avoid emergence of an alliance between Raghunathrao, 
Janoji and the Nizam. Secondly, Madhavrao considered 
Janoji disloyal and also guilty of wrecking devasta- 
tion on Poona and other Peshwa territory in 1763. 
Sardesai cites no evidence in support of these, nor 
indeed in support of his statement that both Janoji 
and the Nizam solicited Madhavrao's help. In regard 
to the first reason, our earlier evidence about cor- 


diality between Raghunathrao and Madhavrao between the 


45. Sardesai, New History of the Marathes,vol.II,p.491. 
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end of July 1765 and third week of September is rele- 
vant. In absence of eny evidence of serious disagreement 
between the uncle and the nephew subsequently, there is 
no reason to believe that the cordiality in their rela- 
tions did not continue. If the relations were such as 
to induce Madhavrao to work ectively in the direction 
of seriously imparing the strength of Raghunathrao's 
potential allies, Madhavrao would not have suggested 
- as we have observed in discussing Grant Duff's ver- 
sion - the meeting at Toka and would have allowed 
Raghunathrao to proceed to the North lest he assisted 
Jenoji directly or by impeding Madhavrao's moves. 
Secondly, given the history of Raghunathrao- 
Nizam reletions which were anything but friendly, can 
Sardesai maintein that Madhavrao could consider the 
Nizam as one of his likely allies in a possible conflict 
with Raghunathrao, after having earlier given Madhavrao 
the major credit for the stinging defeat administered 
to the Nizam at Rakshasbhuven? We have shown in the 
last chapter that it is not correct to describe Raghu- 
nathrao as an individual who unpatriotically and self- 
ishly arranged for a lenient peace for the Nizam at 
Uruli instead of inflicting on the Nizam a crushing 
defeat that Madhavrao and other Maratha Sardars were * 
keen of administering. Apropos of Sardesai's statement 


165 
about Janoji's loyalty, it need only be stated here 
that our discussion earlier of the Peshwa-Janoji 
relations does not suggest that Janoji could be - 
accused of disloyalty. Lastly, the whole exercise 
suggested by Sardesai is a secret machination by =- 

“Madhavrao against an uncle who at Alegaon allowed the 
nephew, vanquished and forsaken by his allies to re- 
tein the Peshwaship and offered his assistance to 
him, breaking the understanding with the friends with 
whose support he defeated the nephew. As has been 
argued earlier in discussing Grant Duff's views, such 
a machination illesuits Madhavrao whose character, 
uprightness, integrity and wisdom have been appro- 
vingly commented upon by Sardesai as by Grant Duff, 
Kincaid & Parasnis and other historians. 

From the above discussion it is clear that the 
question of Madhavrao's motive in proceeding against 
Janoji, as also the question whether Madhavrao sought 
the Nizam's assistance or the Nizam sought Madhavrao's 
assistance against Janoji are not settled in the lite- 
rature to-date. Could it be that Madhavrao and Raghu- 
nathrao felt that they could not take on the Nizan, 
should the latter move to recoup the loss suffered at 
Rakshasabhuven-the Nizam had just disciplined his : 
brother on his southern borders - and therefore did 


not dissuade, if not on the contrary positively 4 


encouraged, the Nizam into a scrape with Jano ji? 
Alternatively, was it that the Nizam had already 
clashed with Janoji, and Madhavrao and Raghunath- 
rao not certain of the Maratha ability to cross 
swords with the Nizam - indeed afraid of his # 
prowess - threw themselves into the fray on the 
side of the powerful contestant and thus avoided 
having to lose any territory of their own? This 
last is the more plausible if it is true, as 4 
claimed by Sardesai and Khare, that before the 
Peshwa expedition against Janoji, Janoji's forces 
had earlier clashed with the Nizam's troops. + 
According to Khare: " Bhosle enjoyed the right of 
collecting ghasdana in the Mughal territory and he 
was also entitled to share with the Mughal the ¥# 
revenue from Berar in the proportion of 60 to 40. 
He used to be overbearing in his dealings with the 
Mughal in both these respects. A Mughal sardar 
named Moro Dhondoji was in Berar with two thousand 
troops. Bhonsle attacked and completely routed 
those troops. Realizing that the Peshwa was firmly 
determined {to proceed against Jano ji), Dadasaheb 
agreed to this expedition (against Janoji} without 
hesitation n 46 Khare has Gonsistently been dis- 


posed to see Raghunathrao in an unfavourable light 


46. Khare, op,cit., vol.III,p. 1013 (comment) 
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of Mahad ji Shinde, however, the Jats were driven back 
into the fort, leaving behind 250 deaa.°* But as the 
gitce continued, Raghunathrao's position worsened, - 
Prices soared in the Maratha camp and funds became so 
searce that the going rate of interest touched the - 
high level of twenty per cent per annum. Not having 
received any salary for a length of time, a major part 
of the Maratha cavalry abandoned the seige.’” Raghunath- 
rao was thus obliged to accept Mahadji Shinde's advice 
to Re cotiete a settlement with the Jat who agreed to 
pay five lakhs of rupees in cash and ten lakhs of - 
rupees in xing 

On the conclusion of the treaty with Gohad, 
Raghunathrao proc ded towards Dholpur in March 1766, 
Jawaher Singhs Jat King of Bharatpur, had routed 
and arrested Malharrao's sardars, Sultanji Lambhate, 
Maka ji Lambhate and Santaji Wabale, who were attempt- 
ing to re-establish Maratha hegemony over the area, 


= 


54. Khare, op,cit.,vol.III,No.635, pp.1120-1121. 
55. Ibid., No.634, p.1119 & No.610, pp. 1086=1087. 


56. iIbid., No.644, p.1140. a 
- The Holker Kaifiyat of K.N.Sane and The,Life 
and Times of Madhavrao alias Mahadajee Sindia by 
V.R.Natu, accuse Mahadaji Shinde of betrayal of 
Raghunathrao's plan to the Jat King of Gohad,. 
(K.N.Sane, Holkaranchi Kaifiyat, p.32; V.R.Natu, 
T adhavrag alias a 
pp. 92-93). V.V.Khare on the other hand pointed 
out that Mahadaji Shinde joined Raghunathrao with 
his army and fought with bravery on his side, in 
recognition of which Raghunathrao granted him 
half of the territory of Jhansi as a er 
(Khare, vol. III, No. 633, pp.1116-1117 
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About this time, Ahmed Shah Abdali entered India, 
While he was still on the banks of Jhelum, Raghunathrao 
proposed to the Jat chieftains that they should join to- 
gether to repel the invader, but the proposal came to 
nothing. Raghunathrao then left the Jat ig a to 
return to the South, © 

After collecting five and half lakhs of rupees in 
cash, cloth worth two and half lakhs of rupees and some 
jewellery from the revenue officer of Mahadji Shinde at 
Ujjain, Raghunathrao proceeded to Indore, despatching 
Govindrao Tatya in advance to inform Ahilyabai that he 
similarly wanted to collect from her five to seven lakhs 
of rupees and some guns.°= Ahilyabai, the able daughter- 
in-law of the redoubtable Malharrao Holkar, was in active 
charge of the Holkar domain, an activity altogether un- 
usual for a woman in those time, When Malharrao died on 
May 20, 1766, his grandson, i.e. Ahilyabai's son, Male- 
rao, succeeded him, But in less than nine months, on 


63 
March 10, 1767, Malerao died with no one to succeed. him. 


61. Ibid., Noe1GA, pp.11-12; No.213,p.59; No.11B, p.4. 
62. Khare, op.cit., vol.III, No.714, p. 1229. 


63. Briggs, J., " Secret Correspondence of Court: “of the 
Peshwa Madhu Rao from 1761-1772", Trans 


Transactions “of 
the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Iire- 
land, vol.lI(1830), pp. is3- 134, 


According to Sardesai, Malerao, . son of Ahilya- 
bai, died on March 27, 1767. (Marathi Riyasat-Nigrahak 
Madhavrao,p p.150). But Dada Wagholikar nee ° canes 
Phadnis: "His Highness Madhu Rao sent me to reside 
here, but the Chief (Mall Rao Holkar) died on the 
10th of March. Both his widows went with him(burned 
with his corpse)". (J.Briggs, Transactions of the 


Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland, 
vol. IT; pe » 
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Under Hindu Law and tradition only males were entitled 
to succession. The son of the Holkar's dewan, who was 
with Raghunathrao, is reported to have intimated to his 
father at Indore that the latter and Ahilyabai should 
urgently call on Raghunathrao to persuade him to leave 
the state in Ahilyabai's hands instead of taking it - 
over as the property of the Peshva,”* Not only did 
Ahilyabai refuse to go to meet Raghunathrao, but she 
also declined to pay the cash the demand for which 
Raghunathrao had conveyed through Govindrao Tatya. She, 
showever, agreed to distribute cloth to his troops when 
Raghunathrao visited her at her residence. She also 


gave Raghunathrao some guns .°° 


64, This ancient rule has recently been amended under 
the Hindu Code adopted by the country after indepen- 
dence. 

"The Minister, Gangadhar Yeswant is here but his 
son Dadaji Gangadhar is with His Highness intends to 
resume the estates, the dowager and the minister 
aught immediately bo go to his Highness' camp, and 
make up their minds to pay him a large fine to be 
allowed to hold them, 

"He urges this step very strongly, and assures 
his father that he will take care to prevent any 
opposition to the continuation of the estates from 
the other quarter (meaning on the part of the Peshwa) 
Dadaji Gangadhar writes to his father to rely enti- 
rely on the interest at his Highness Raghoba's head- 
quarters. Such is the nature of the letter written 
by the minister's son, It is clear therefore that 
their views are to settle the affair here, and only 
to keep up appearances with you"- Dada Wagholikar to 
Nana Phadnis. (J.Briges, Transactions of the R.A.S. 
of G.B. & Tey vol.II, pp .133-134 ° 


65. Khare, opecit.,vol.III, 0.714,pp.1229-1230. 


While discussing these events, Malcolm and 
Sardesai have accused Raghunathrao of trying to dis- 
possess Ahilyabai of the Holkar estate.©S Their view 
is ill-founded, Raghunathrao's demand on Ahilyabai 
for a sum of money and some guns on the occasion of 
the new year's day may quite properly be in the nature 
of the customary presents from a Maratha sardar to the 
Peshwa or the latter's representative on an expedition 
passing through the sardar's territory; similar collec- 
tion had been made by Raghunathrao from the revenue 
officeyjof Shinde before he moved towards Indore. If, on 
the other h-nd, what Raghunathrao asked from Ahilyabai 
was either partly or mainly, a consideration for her 
being allowed to control the Holkar estate and adminis- 
tration, it followed a precedent of the Peshwa securing 
presents when the succession to a Maratha sardar's autho- 
rity and estate was in dispute. As related earlier, Nana- 
saheb secured a handsome nazrana of two and half lakhs 
when the succession to Raghuji Bhonsle of Nagpur was 3 
disputed. Malcolm and Sardesai have ignored Hindu 
inheritance laws and customs ied anaces prevailing at 
the Peshwa's court in holding that Raghunathrao was 
trying to dispossess Ahilyabai of the Holkar estate 


8+ Sir John’ Naleoln, A Monod of Central india, v0.1, 
Sir John Malcolm, A Memoir » vol.I, 


pp. 160-161. 


177 


and then condemning him for that. Further they along 
with Khare and Thakur have failed to appreciate - 
Madhavrée's letter to Nana Phadnis in holding that the 
*Venal machination" of Raghunathrao was foiled by Madhav- 
rao, who decided, on appeal from Ahilyabai, to allow her 
to continue to control the estate and enjoined on his 
uncle that he should desist from doing anything to the 
contrary.©? Madhavrao had written to Nana Phadnis that 
the Peshwa should not at that moment take over the Holkar 


. 


estate in the Deccan, because (a) the season for revenue 
collection being over, resuming the estate would not 
bring any income to the Peshwa, (b) the course would 
offend Raghunathrao (the letter is obviously written 
after Madhavrao learnt of Raghunathrao having agreed to 
Ahilyabai's possession ofthe Holkar estate), and (c) 
the action would be construed as signifying the Peshwa's 
personal hostility to the Holkar's and their dewan : 
Gangadhar . © 

In any event, Raghunathrao allowed Ahilyabai 
to continue in possession of the Holkar estate. In 
accordance with Ahilyabai's wishes he also conferred 
the Sardari of Indore upon Tukaji Holkar who had - . 
enjoyed Malharrao Holkar's confidence and favour, - 
though he was not directly related to the ruling house, 
a « 


"67. Thakur, op.cit., vol.I, No.13, p. 163. 
68. Briggs, Je, opecit., vol.II, p. 135. 
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Raghunathrao returned to Anandvalli on June 20, 1767.°° 


Almost immediately thereafter, according to 
Grant Duff, Raghunathrao fell out with the Peshwe end 
demanded that the Peshwa estate should be divided with 
one half given to him as his independent share. it will 
be recalled that soon after returning from the Karnatak 
expedition in June 1765, Raghunathrao had made a similar 
demand. Grant Duff attributes Raghunathrao's action in 
1767 to the instigation of his wife Anandibai. © B.K,. 
Thakore reasons that Raghunathrao demanded a partition 
of the Peshwa estate because he was displeased with the 
action of Madhavrao in the case of the Holkar suecessiow 
Khare puts forward two reasons for Raghunathrao's action. 
First, Raghunathrao believed that he did not succeed in 
the seige of Gohad, because Madhavrao did not assist him 
with either money or men, Secondly, Raghunathrao cut a 
poor figure in the matter of the succession té the Holker 
estate because of the Peshwa's intervention in the arratr. 
In the opinion of Sardesei, Raghunathrao's view that he 
failed at Gohad because Madhavrao did not send him - 


assistance, and his having had to abide by Ahilyabai's 


| 
al 


69. SPD., vol.29, No. 180j'p.183,#/NO.184, p. 188. 
70. Grant buff, opecit., vol. II, Ppe 197-198. 
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wishes in the matter of the Holkar succession, coupled 
“with his proud nature gave rise to differences between 
Raghunathrao and his nephew, following which Raghunath- 
rao demanded for himself half of the Peatweiate. 
According to Banerjee, the quarrel in the Peshwa family 
arose because (a) Raghunathrao felt that — did 
not send him adequate assistance while he was fighting 
in the North; (b) Raghufiathrao was disappointed over 

the issue of the succession to the Holkar estate, -<- 
“Madhavrao having directly decided in favour of Ahilyebai; 
and (c) Anandibai poisoned Raghunathrao's ears, '* Kincaid 
and Parasnis state that after his return from the North, | 
Raghunathrao felt bitter. They atttibute this bitter- 
ness to his anger at his own failure in the Northern 
campaign while Madhavrao scored a success in the Karna- 
tek expedition at the same time, and to the poisoning 

of his ears by his wife, But this bitterness led - 
Raghunathrao, according to Kincaid and Parasnis, to a. 
desire to turn a religious omgptic practising penances 
and austerities at Benares or Nasik - not as other 
historians have stated to demanding an independent half 
of the Peshwa estate, /® 


73. Sardeset, Merathi Riyasat-Nigrahak Madhavrao, 


pp. 153-166, ; a, 
“94, Banerjee, opscit., pp. 65-66. 
“75. Kincaid and Parasnis, op,cit., vol.III, p. 94. 
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declared that he would spend his life in religious 
pursuits, he did not in fact do s0.°6 About the 

end of November 1767, or at the beginning of Deccem- 

ber 1767, he went to the fort of Harsha near Nasik, 
having been defeated by the presence of snakes in 

his attempt to dig out treasure believed to have been 
buried near a lake about Ajaneri near Trimbak. When 

the functionaries on the fort appointed by Nana - 
Phadnis enquired whether he had Nana's permission to »« 
enter the fort, Raghunathrao thrashed them and confis- 
cated the jagir of the fort?’ 
villages in the vicinity whose Patels failed to pay 


He also burnt a few 


him henves’” 7 

On Januery 1, 1768, Raghunathrao's Vakeel, Gopal 
Chakradeo, informed Mostyn, the English resident at 
Poona, that Raghunathrao was dissatisfied with the 
agreement reached at Anandvalli in September 1767 and 
was anxiously waiting for an opportunity for a success- 
ful action against the Peshwa.°” After interviews with 
Raghunathrao, Brome, Mostyn's assistant, informed 
Mostyn on Jan. 15, 1768 from Nasik, that Raghunathrao 


86. SPD.,vo0l.19, No.69, p. 73. , 

87.  Raghunathrao returned the jagir when he received 
an apologetic letter from Nana Phadnis from Poona, 
put he kept his guards at the foot of the fort. 

( SPD., vol. 19, No. 73, pp. 76-77) 

88. SPD., vol. 19, No. 73, ppe 76-77. 


89. Forrest, op,cit., vol. I, p. 160. 
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consisted of forty thousand men with 15 guns, Madhavrao 
having been joined by Biniwale, Ramchandra Ganesh,Raste, 
Dhayagude, Tukoji Holkar and other Maratha Sardars in 
addition to Mahadji Shinde and Gopalrao Patwardhan. °° 

In the face of the superior might of the Peshwa, Raghu- 
nathrao's Karbhari suggested to Raghunathrao that they 
should either fight the Peshwa till death or abandon 
their army and proceed to Janoji Bhonsle of Nagpur. 
Raghunathrao promptly declared that he wanted neither ae 
to go to Janoji Bhonsle, nor himself to participate in 
the battle with Madhavrao, He declared that if Madhav- 
rao killed him, the Peshwa wake be guilty of patricide 
and if he killed the Peshwa, he would be guilty of fili- 
cide. He offered willingly to pay his confederates five 
lakhs of rupees for not joining in the battle pexwonadare 
Ultimately Raghunathrao wrote to Gopalrao Patwardhan for 
reconciliation. ’© He marched to the fort of Dhodap on 
June 1, 1768 and no sooner did he notice the Peshwa's 
troops than he withdrew into the fort, leaving his army 
to the tender mercies of the enemy, The Peshwa's long 
range guns wrecked havo¢. on Raghunathrao's troops. Moro 
Vithal was killed, Chinto Vithal was wounded and captured 
nr 


93. Khare, op,cit., vol.III, p. 1264 (comment) and No.772 
1320; SPD., vole19, NO.76, p. 84. A letter in the 
Select ons from the Peshwa Daftar states that the 
Peshwa collected twenty-five thousand army.(SpD., 
vol.19, No.83, p.90). 


94, SPD., vol. 19, No.83, pp. 89-90. 
95. SPD., vol. 19, No. 83, pp. 90-91. 
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the war with Bhonsle, were so complete, that he felt 
himself justified in imposing new and more rigid terms 
on him for the future".2°? Briggs does not explain 
either "the designs" or their "so complete" “Circums- 
tantial proofs", The only record available of an - 
action of Raghunathrao since the Peshwa brought him 

to Shaniwarwada after the Dhodap engagement relates to 
Raghunathrao's attempt to leave the palace on April 2, 
1769. All available information of this incident is 
that we have stated in the preceding paragraph. In 
particular, it is to be noted that neither the desti- 
nation to which Raghunathrao hoped to escape nor what 
he planned to do after the escape, is known for cer- 
tain or inferred by any one as probable. 

If Briggs had reflected more fully on the matter 
he perhaps would not have felt obliged to admit, before 
reproducing the terms of the new agreement between the 
Peshwa and his uncle, that "we are almost surprised 
that any terms Sere again offered to him {Raghunath- 
rao}" and be forced to add in explanation as follows: 
"but respect for his father's brother, and perhaps 
even f6F public opinion prevented Madhu Reo from pro- 
ceeding to the extremity of making Ragoba a prisoner 
in a hill fort", 2° The agreement concluded on - 


107. Briggs, J., opecit., vol. II, p.147. 
108, Ibid., Pe 148. 
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Aug. 6, 1769 was committed to paper, according to Briggs, 
in the hand-writing of Nana Phadnis and Raghunathrao. 
Under this agreement Raghunathrao undertook (1) to 
abstain from all political intrigues; (2) to abstain 
from writing orders or letters clandestinely; and (3) 
not to leave Poona; but also (4) not to wish ill to 
the Peshwa in his prayers or through performance of 
rites, (5) not to starve himself out of spite and (6) 
to leave Poona promptly for the designated places when 
so directed on account of disturbances and other dan- 
gers. <A significant item in the Nana Phadnis's hand 
read as follows: "Not to bring forward new proposals"2°9 
All the terms of the agreement as reproduced by 
Briggs are, it will be noticed, obligations imposed on 
and accepted by Raghunathrao, There is extant, however, 
@ letter dated Aug.4, 1769 from Moro Ballal in Poona to 
Gopalrao Patwardhan, which also refers to an agreement 
between Raghunathrao and the Peshwa, It reports the 
benefits grant@litte Raghunathrao under the agreement, 
as also the dispute between the nephew and the uncle 
which was settled by the agreemant., Moro Ballal - 
stetes that Raghunathrao made two demands on the Peshwa, 
The first demand was that his adopted son should be 
brought to Poona, presumably for being formally and in 
fact accepted as a full legitimate member of the Peshwa 
dynasty. If that were not acceptable, the adopted son 


109. ibid., ppe 148-150. 
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should be granted a jagir with an income of two lakhs 
of rupees and a fers Raghunathrao's second demand 
was that he himself should be allotted five lakhs of 
rupees annually. From this sum, the salaries of the 
gardis and servants attached to Raghunathrao together 
in the region of around three lakhs of rupees should 
be met and the balance handed over to him. Raghunath- 
rao intended to utilise this balance for making chari- 
table disbursements. Haghunathrao formulated these 
two demands as his minimum conditions for giving up 
the fast he had resorted to. Madhavrao pleaded that 
he. was in debt and was in no position to pay the sums 
asked for by Raghunathrao., His response to the other 
demand was categorically in the negative. But in the 
end it was agreed that Raghunathrao should be allowed 
to make charitable donations of two lakhs of rupees 
every year, Raghunathrao's adopted son shoulc be - 
brought to Wadgaon and his residence be established 
there, and persons arrested in connection with a - 
recent intrigue should be released though Moro Ballal's 
letter fails to explain what this recent intrigue was. 
On this basis, Raghunathrao gave up his fast in the 


evening of August 3, 1769. ae 


110. Khare, opecit., vol.III, No.808, pp. 1413-1416, 
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It may here be observed that these two sets of 
terms are dated within three days of each other, and 
secondly, obligations accepted by Kaghunathrao under 
the Briggs document include an undertaking not to make 
new demands on the Peshwa, clearly implying that Raghu- 
nathrao hadat that time made some demands on which the 
Peshwa had then finally decided. As we have seen ear- 
lier, Briggs precedes his reproduction of the agreement 
by the remark that the Peshwa was concerned about Raghu- 
nathrao's designs and wanted téuensure that Raghunathrao 
was involved in no more mischief, But Briggs makes no 
reference to any demands by Raghunathrao on his nephew 
against the background of which an undertaking "not to 
bring forward new proposals" becomes relevant. Further, 
the undertaking "not to starve out of spite" included 
in the Briggs document is to be considered along with 
Moro Ballal's statement that after the agreement was 
reached Raghunathrao ended his fast on Aug.3, 1769. 

Thus obviously the conditions imposed on Raghunathrao » 
reproduced by Briggs and the terms reported by Moro 

Ballal to Gopalrao Patwardhan together formed the 

agreement between the uncle and the nephew. 

Within a month of the agreement, restrictions 
on Raghunathrao came to be relaxed in practice, rela- 
tions between the Peshwa and Raghunathrao becoming 


cordial. But in September 1769 some communication 


1¥a 


brought to Theur, near Poona. Madhavrao was there under- 
going treatment in _ oy 6f the idol of Ganapati, 
of which he was a great devotee. Following the negotia- 
tions conducted with Raghunathrao by the Peshwa diplo- 
mats sent to him for the purpose in the latter part of 
Februery 1771 113 | Madhavrao ordered at Theur the re- 
moval of all restrictions on Raghunathrao and settled 
upon him a jagir with a revenue of seven lakhs of <« 
rupees and the fort at Trimbak, 224 

On June 21, 1772 Kesopant and Jiwaji Ramchandra 
are found reporting to Pandurangrao Patwardhan facts 
indicating closeness and affection between the uncle 
and the nephew. Raghunathrao arrived in Shaniwarwada 


113. Khare, op.cit., vol. IV, No, 1094, Pe 1771. 
114. ibid., No.1144, pp. 1828-1829. 


But some letters quoted by Briggs suggest 
that the deposition or i a change and Raghu- 
nathrao was again subject to the old restrictions 
on movements and activities. Nana Phadnis wrote 
to the Peshwa in Februery 1772 informing him the 
anxiety of Raghunathrao to meet the Peshwa who 
was at Siddhatek. In his letter of February 20, 
1772 the Peshwa instructed Nana Phadnis to get 
the seven articles of August 1769 to be sworn to 
once again by Raghunathrao and to prevent Raghuna- 
thrao from leaving Poona under the pretext of 
visiting the Peshwa, A form of oath to be adminis- 
tered to Raghunathrao was also sent along with 
the letter. Nana Phadnis reported to the Peshwa 
on Februery 23, 1772 that Raghunathrao objected 
to certain words in the oath, but undertook to 
be abide by the agreement. ( J.Briggs, Iranssc- 
tions of the Koyal Asiatic Society of Great - 
Britain and Ireland, vol. II, p. 157) 
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In view of the statements made by Grant Duff and 
Kincaid & Parasnis about Madhavrao's anxieties in rela- 
tion to his unele?2® it shou#d perhaps be noted that 
the reference to Raghunathrao in Madhavrao's will is in 
fact no more and no less than a quite unexceptional pro- 
vision by a testator for his relation. As we have seen 
earlier, it was only eighteen months before that Madhav- 
rao had granted Raghunathrao a jagir of seven lakhs of 
rupees along with the fort at Trimbak. There is no - 
Suggestion whatsoever in the will that the Peshwa enter- 

‘tained misgivings about his uncle's behaviour after him. 
Nor does the Moréing of the artiele in the will about a - 
jagir for Raghunathrao permit a construction that the 
jagir was intended to placate an individual who might 


otherwise make himself a nuisance. ® 


118.  " With his usual sound discrimination, he (Madhav~- © 
rao) foresaw that his brother would not be able to 
conduct the administration, if Kugonath Rao were not 
effectually restrained or conciliated...." ( Grant 
Duff, History of the Mahrattas, vol.II,p.24 ae 

" But the real danger (to Narayanrao's carrying on 
the office of the Peshwa satisfactorily), as Madhav- 
rao foresaw, was the restless ambition of Raghunath- 
rao, and above all of his wife Anandibai, They both 
had fretted greatly at”™his imprisonment and in 1772 
Raghunathrao had corrupted his guards and escaped 
from the Shanwar Palace and fled to Tuljapur. was 
retaken and imprisoned with greater severity. Never- 
theless, what he had dofe before, he could do again, 

and Madhavrao feated that upon his own death Raghu- 

nathrao would break his bonds and seize the throne", 

( Kineaid and paresnis Ait story_of the Maratha Peo- 
ple, vol. III, pp. 102103 ). 
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Patwardhan, Moro Ballal explains that he was instructed 


to write in detail about the disposition of the Lesh 


133 


and the trends in the administration. Further, five 


% 
correspondents sent four letters to the Patwardhans from 
Poona during the space of two days, namely 9th and 10th 
134 If the attendants of Raghunathrao were in © 


fact arrested, as Mostyn had heard in connection with 


October. 
Raghunathrao's plan to seize power, or there was talk a 
of some credibility to this effect, surely one or more 

of the Patwardhan correspondents would have come to - 

know of the story and reported it to the principals. 

Not only in the letters of October 9 and 10 is there 

no reference to Raghunathrao's plan reported by Mostyn, 

but a subsequent letter in the Patwardhan correspondence 
reporting Raghunathrao having been brought to Poona on 
October 16 by Krishnarao Kale also fails to indicate 
anything near to it. It stated that Raghunathrao was 
leaving presumably the Poona area but the Peshwa learnt 
about this move, dispatched Krishnarao Kale and had — 
Raghunathrao brought pack, 27° 
Sedashiv and Jiwaji Ramchandra had also reported that 


Six days previously, Keso 


Raghunathrao was frustrated in his plan to leave Poona 


on the Dasara day, °° 


133. Ibid., No.1197, p. 1914. 

134, ey» Nos.1207, 1208, 1209, 1210, pp. 1921-1924. 
Baburao Ram, Keso Sadashiv and S4waji Ramchandra, — 
Appaji Trimbak Ponkshe and Moro Ballal). , 

135. [bid., No. 1212, p. 1925. 

136. Ibid., No. 1208, p. 1922, 
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In Edward Scott Waring and James Forbes, neither 
the incident of October 6 and the intrigue behind it, 
nor any plan or attempt by Raghunathrao to seize power 
with the assistance of armed force locally raised or 
provided by friendly or alien powers, is mentioned. 
Grant Duff also does not make any reference to the 
episode reported by Mostyn. He however opens his - 
chapter dealing with events "From A.D. 1772 to 1774" 
with the following: "Considerable relaxation in the 
confinement of Rugonath Rao had taken plece for some- 
time prior to Mahdoo Rao's death, As the health of 
his nephew declined, Rugonath Rao began intrigues with 
Hyder Ally and the Nizam, in order to obtain complete 
@hlergenent, ‘and secure his euccession as Peishevea. 

"The correspondence was intercepted by the 
ministers during the Peishwa's extreme illness; nine- 
teen persons implicated were sent into hill forts,anéd 
and in confinement of Rugonath Rao would have become 
more rigid than ever, but Mahdoo Rao, perceiving his 
death was near, interposed, and observed that it was 
natural for his uncle to desire his liberty. 

"Rugonath Rao was sent for to Teur, a reconci- 
liation took place, and Mahdoo Rao, in presence of 
Sakaran Bappoo, recommended his brother, in an impres- 


Sive manner, to the care and protection of his uncle"29? 


137. Grant Duff., opecit., voleII, pp. 241-242. 
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for the Phadnis to resume their guties. Moroba Phadnis 


and Nana eeggnts were accordingly instructed and star- 
ted directing the work. There is no positive record of 
the attitude of Moroba Phadnis regarding the resumption 


_ of duties; but about the attitude of Nana Phadnis, evi- 


dence survives which we shall see below. Raghunathrao 
also urged repeatedly that Sakharambapu ~~ reper’ 
back as Karbhari, but Sakharambapu excused himself on 
the plea, as we shall see later, that he was always 
available for consultation whenever required. mus, - 
while Sakharambapu often attended on the Peshwa, the ~ 
formal duties came to be entrusted to Chinto Vithal - 
Rairikar, who is reported to have been a confident of 
Sakharambapu. * we 

There is record about only one officer at Poona 
who had to strive for being allowed to continue in his 
post. That officer was Haripant Phadke. Following 


Narayanrao's murder Phadke fled from Poona to Baramati, 


BU 


It was due to the good offices of Babuji Naik Baramati- 


« 
kar that he was able to ingratiate himself with Raghu- 


nathrao,” who allowed him to resume his post on pay- 


ment of two lakhs of rupees .° Mostyn, who noted this 


Es 24 
in his diery on Sept. 3, 1772, does not state why Hari- ~ 


pant was treated differently from other officers who 


» Qpecit., vol.V, No.1265, p. 2050. - 
“3. Gense & Banaji, opecit., p. 203. 
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were invited by Raghunathrao to resume their duties. 
Could it be that the story in the Peshwyanchi Bakhar 
is correct? It is stated in that Bakhar that while 
returning from the Parvati temple, Narayanrao, who 
had then come to know of a plot against him, ins- 
tructed Haripant to take the necessary precautionary 
measures and Haripant neglected to take them promptly , 
teking the information about the plot lightly.* if 
this is true, then obviously he was guiity of a - 
grave lapse. Was the enormity of his failure in - 
carrying out his duties which he realised after learn- 
ing of the murder of the Peshwa, responsible for his 
fleeing from Poona? Was it that failure which he had 
to get condoned by Raghunathr through the interven- 
tion of Babuji Naik Baramatikar and the payment of two 
lakhs of rupees? 

Whereas Haripant had to work for being rein- 
stated in his post, Nana Phadnis is claimed in the 
contemporary correspondence to have been unenthusias- 
tic about resuming his role in the administration. 
Shivaji Babaji reported to Wamanrsao in the first fort- 
night of September 1773 about the new administrative 
arrangements and the roles played in them by Sakharan- 
bapu, Nana Phadnis and Moroba Phadnis, among others. 


4. Gupte ERs uaepurkar, Bhoslyench Bakhar, p.117; 
Sohoni, Peshwy. ) PP. 90-21. 
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Nana Phadnis joined Chinto Vithal in running the 
administration and went to the palace whenever 
summoned and carried out the Peshwa's instructions, 
Nana acted thus, according to Shivaji Babaji, ~ 
because he feared loss of status if he declined to 
do so, even though it was felt that his services 
might be dispensed with after Chinto Vithal had 
learned the ropes.° As we have seen earlier, Nana 
Phadnis did not go to the palace after Raghunathrao 
was proclaimed Peshwa; but on the morrow of Narayan- 
rao's assassination he was taken to Raghunathreo by 
Moroba Phadnis. On being then asked to continue 
performing his usual duties, he promptly instructed 
the clekrs to carry out the writing work in accordance 
with the Peshwa directions and withdrew from the - 
Durbar .° 

Sakharambapu declined to resume charge of the 
administration, ’ In doing so he commended chinto - 
Vithal on one cecaton and Moroba Phadnis on another 


as being worthy of running the administration. . 


5. ri prc t» No.1261, p.2037; Gense & Banaji, 
op.cit., p.203 

Earlier on Sept. 2, 1773, Shivaji Babaji had 
advised Wamanrao that both Moroba and Nana Phadnis 


regularly attended the Darbar and dealt with Raghu- 
nathrao's instructions. (Khare, Aj tihasile Lekh 
Sangreha, vol.IV,No.1257, p.1990). 

6. Khare, opecit., vol.IV, No.1257, p.1990. 


7. Ibid., vol.V, No.1261,p.20373; — oT and 
No.1271, p. 2061. 


8. Ibid., No.1261, p.2037 and No.1265, p. 2049. 
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environs at the head of some troops and gardis and with 
elec equipment, because the English appeared to have 
decided to create trouble in the area./# 
Prominent among the complaints of Raghunathrao 
during the latter part of Madhavrao's regime and during 
the time Narayanrao was Peshwa, was that about his lack 
of money. During his more rigorous detention in the - 
last days of Narayanrao, Raghunethrao's financial posi- 
€ion could not BRE meeelbeen pitiable. After his re- 
lease from detention to succeed Narayanrao as Peshwa, 
he obviously found the Peshwa's treasury also in Bnone 
too happy a state. Apart from the revenue received from 
the area directly administered by the Peshva, the Peshwa's 
receipts consisted of Chouth and Sardeshmukhi raised - 
from the territory under the Peshwa's influence and other 
tributes collected from the princes and the people in it. 


These receipts were from territories not directly adminis 


tered by the Peshwa and/or his sardars. The last Peshwa 
campaign for the collection of, this revenue was that to 
Karnatak which ean led by Peshwa Madhavrao in October 
1771 after whose return to Poona on account of ill health 
Trimbakrao Pethe was in charge. Trimbakrao Pethe himself 


a 
es 


14. Khare, op.cit., vol.V, No.1269, p.2058. 

Read with the desire conveyed to Mostyn by Raghu- 
nathrao through Ramji Chitnis on Sept.10, 1773 that 
he should withdraw from Poona.(Gense & Banaji, The 
Third English Embass Poona, p.220), the reason 
given by vaji Babaji raises an interesting specu- 
lation that Raghunathrao feared the English pursuing 
their objective of annexing certain territories they 
long sought by secret machinations in league with 
some Maratha Sardars and diplomats at Poona. 
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was back from Karnatak to meet the dying Madhavrao at 
Theur around September 1772, 144 There were no major 
Peshwa expeditions since then, Haidar Ali promised 
Trimbakrao Pethe on Apr.8, 1772 to pay sixty-five - 
lakhs of rupees to the Peshwa besides the Darbar expen- 
ses amounting to about ten lakhs of rupees. Of the 
former sum, forty lakhs of rupees were to be paid in 


instalments .2° 


But soon after Trimbakrao Pethe re- 
turned to Poona the flow of payments Haidar undertook 
to provide to induce Trimbakrao Pethe to leave Karnatak 
appears to have stopped. In his letter to Warren Has- 
tings of Nov. 29, 1773 Mostyn stated: " He [Haidar ali) 
is much in Arrears of the Tribute agreed on His last 
Treaty with this {Peshwa Government, and at present 
does not seem to have any Inclination to comply with 
at".+© around the middle of September Visajipant Bini- 
vale returned to Poona from the North. He — 
Raghunathrao, presents of jewels worth rupees siven 
lakhs, 500 horses, and some elephants and camexls. But 
the payments to his troops were in arrears to the - 


extent of not less than rupees thirty lakhs ,>” We have 


14A, Sardesai, G.S., Marathi Riyasat-Nigrahak Madhayrao, 
pp. 80 and 93, 

15. C.Hayavadan Kao, History of Mysore,vol.III,pp.196-97. 

Wilks put the former amount at rupees thirty lakhs, 

one half of which was to be paid immediately, and - 
that on account of Durbar expenses at five lakhs. In 
stuart the entire payment is given as rupees thirty 
lakhs, the whole in ready money.(C.Hayavadan Rao, 
History of Mysore,vol.III,pp.196-197). 

16. Gense & Banaji, op,cit., p. 273. 

17. ITbids, p. 224. ; 
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also seen earlier that the demands made by the gardis 
after Narayanrao's assassination and before they re- 
leased Raghunathrao and withdrew from the palace were 
met by payment of three lakhs of rupees and presents 
of jewellery by Moroba Phadnis who promised them to 
make the balance payable at a later date.” 
There are several other indicaters of the parlous 
state of Raghunathrao's finances. In his letter refer- 
red to in the preceding paragraph, Mostyn wrote: "From 
all I can learn, money is so salFce in the Marattg} camp 
{Raghunatnrao had left Poona only four days bef ore], 
that only a part of the Troops are allowed provisions, 
the rest get it as they can, on a promise of being re- 
paid on their return to Poonah", 29 Reporting that - 
Mudha ji Bhonsle was coming towards the Peshwa with eight 
to ten thousand trodps J eresvensabhen wrote to Wamanrao 
tn Oct.11, 1773 that the Peshwa wanted Mudhoji to bring 
with him only one or two thousand men because otherwise 
the cost of maintaining the troops that the Peshwa had 
to defray would be too large for Raghunathrao to meet.” 
Shivaji Babaji had written three weks earlier that Raghu- 


nathrao was very angry with Mudhoji's representative 


18. Khare, opecit., voleIV, No.1257, pp.1989-90 and No. 
1260, p.1999; Gupte, op.cit., p. 125. . 


19. Gense & Banaji, op,cit., p.273. Mostyn stated that 
Raghunathrao was in great financial difficulties 
also in his letter to Madras and Bombay of Nov.19 
Nov.24, 1773 respectively.(Gense & Banaji, The Third 
English Embassy_to Poona, pp.265 and 268). 


20. Khare, op.cit., vol.V, No.1275, p. 2072. 
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— 
the seat of the King, for the ceremony. It was therefore 
natural for Raghunathrao to plan to go to Satara for the 
purpose. On Sept. 10, that is on the eleventh day of his 
assumption of office, Raghunathipao had Ramji Chitnis - 
informed Mostyn that he was going to Satara to receive 
the robes of office, and that he intended " to take field" 
afterwards .4 

There were reports of Haidar Ali's marauding acti- 

vities in the Maratha territories in Karnatak.—> The - 
offensive behaviour was in addition to the failure to keep 
up the payments of tribute undertaken by Haidar Ali in the 
pact made with Trimbakrao Pethe in 1772, Narayanrao him- 
self was planning a strong expedition to Karnatak for 
which purpose he had expressly recalled Visaji Krishna 
" ‘Biniwale from the North.°° Messages from Haidar's Vaki1 
at Poona, Apajiram, to his master reporting the times to 
be propitious for annexing Maratha territories were also 


intercepted.” But it does not seem to have been any part 


24, Gense & Banaji, op.cit., p. 220. 


25. Haidar extracted money from Chitradurg and created 
disturbance in Maratha territories in Karnatak, 
(Khare, Aitihasik Lekh Sangraha, vol.V,No.1266,p.2052) 


26. J.Grand Duff, History of the Mahrattas, vol.II,p.244 


27. A pair of messangers of Haidar's vakil was arrested 
at Shire and a letter was seized from them wherein 
it was stated that Haidar should immediately dispatch 
army to take possession of Shire, Maddagiri, Chenna- 
raydurg, Hoskote and Balapur because the time was ripe 
for such action. (Khare, Aitihasik Lekh Sangrha,vol.V, 
No.1267, p. 2054) : 


+. ; . 

: oa 
but he’ noted that Raghunathrad’ instead proposed to pro- 

ceed to Siddhatek to receive Mudhoji Bhonsle.°° Parashu- 
rambhau on the Other hand’ is explicit about the reason a* 
for the change in Raghunathrao' s plans. He wrote.to 
Wamanrao on Oct. 11, 773 that Raghunathrao intended 

his son Amritrao to be formally the Peshwa and receive 

the robes as ot trea the King. The idea was however 
given up aria Raghunathrao himself accepted the robes of 
office though he sent Amritrao with Bajaba Purandare and 
Bhawanrao Pratinidhi to Satara to fetch the robes. Re- 
calling that Madhavrao and Narayanrao both of whom - 
received their robes from King Ramraja had short tenures 

as ke coming to tragic ends, Raghunathrao felt that 


36 


King Ramraja spelt Bad luck. Accordingly, Amritrao 


35. Gense & Banaji, op.cit., p. 245. 


36. Khare, op,cit., No.1273, p.2067; Gense & Banaji, 

op.cit., p. 245, 
Parashurambhau's report, that Raghunathrao had 

decided on Amritrao accepting the robes as Peshwa 
to avoid for himself the same fate as Madhavrao and 
Nerayanrao who did not live long after receiving 
the robes from King Ramraja, but that Raghunathrao 
himself accepted them because Anandibai insisted on 
his doing so, obviously gets story wrong. Perhaps 
4t is a case of bad drafting. Raghunathrao adopted 
Amritrao as he had then no natural son of his own. 
The adoption was made during Madhavrao's regime, 
Madhavrao was young and not yet ill. There was also . 
Madhavrao's younger brother, Narayanrao. The adop- 
tion was therefore not to ensure Peshwa succession. 
It could only have been made with the traditional 
Hindu object of ensuring a legitimate performence 
of Shraddha after one's death. If Raghunathrao 
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brought the robes from satera,°” Raghunathrao accepted 
them formally at Pedgaon on Oct. 19, 178.7% 

Befor. Raghunathrao set out of Poona, reports had 
been cecal ct the Nizam had left his capital on a 
campaign and it was thought that the Nizam and Sabaji 
Bhonsle had reached some private understanding portend- 
ing danger to the Peshwa territory.°? Subsequently it 


feared that the receiver of robes from King Ramraja 
would not survive for long, he surely would not have 
jeopardized proper performance of his Shraddha by 
ag possible early death of his son. Secondly, Raghu- 
nathrao was fond of Amritrao. He strenuously tried 
to have Amritrao living with him in Shanwarwada - 
while Madhavrao was the Peshwa despite Madhavrao's 
opposition to the move. It also seems improbable 
that Raghunathrao, who refused to fight with Madhav- 
rao at Dhodap arguing that if Madhavrao were killed 
in the fight he would be guilty of filicide,would 
want to do something which he feared might make his 
son's life short. . 

Nor is it possible that Anandibai insisted on 
Raghunathreo accepting the robes in the face of a 
fear that receiving the robes from Ramraja might 
shores receiver's life. For a Hindu woman, 
widowhood was always a great tragedy and every Hindu 
woman would do every thing possible to avoid that 
calamity. Besides, Amritrao was only an adopted son 
of Anandibai. He did not have the same significance 
to her as he had for Raghunathrao. What Anandibai 
probably did therefore was to urge that Amritrao 
should accept the Peshwa robes from Kamraja instead 
of Raghunathrao - exactly opposite of what the 
available text of Parashurambhau's letter suggests 
Anandibai did. : 


37. In the event the strategem proved of little avail, .« 
Raghunathreo in fact had a smaller accepted tenure 
as Peshwa than even Narayanrao. 

38, Gense & Banaji, op. cit., p. 248. gag 


39. Khare, op.cit., No. 1270, p. 2058. 
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force under the leadership of Khanderao Darekar. About 
the time of Natayanrae's assassination the fighting 
between the two sides had apparently reached a stale- 
mate. Before they came to learn of the end of Narayan- 
rao, Sabaji and Mudhoji reached an understanding to work 
together with Sabaji acting as Dewan and Mudhoji as the 
head of the army. Following this understanding Sabaji, 
Mudhoji, Kaghuji and Janoji's widow, Daryabai, were re- 
ported moving southward together accompanied by a strong 
force. It was the news of the progress of this force 
which set a scare in Poona. *° Some time after this under- 
standing when the news of Narayanrao's murder reached the 
Bhonsle family and perhaps also when Mudhoji received 

the message from the new Peshwa to join him on to Satara, 
Daryabai had a change of heart. She moved over to - 
Mudhojits side in opposition to Sabaji.** There was a 


43, Shivaji Babaji reported that there was a scare in 
Poona about the large force of Mudhoji (Khare 
Aitihasik Lekh Sangraha, vol.V,No.1266,p.2052) and 
Mostyn noted that the merchants and the well-to-do 
were alarmed enough to send away to distant places 
their valuables and families? Was the alarm the 
result of a feeling that Mudhoji who had disregar- 
ded the Peshwa's instruction to bring along with 
him only a modest force, and who had obviously 
without Raghunathrao's knowledge reached an acco- 
mmodation with Sabaji entertained unfriendly 
designs? (Gense & Banaji, The Third English Embassy 
to Poona, pp. 223-224) 


44. Grant Duff., op, cit., p. 253. 
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Rukn-ud-daula came to Raghunathrao proposing the compo- 

sition of the differences. The Peshwa demanded the 

return by the Nizam of the jagir he took from Madhavres. 

It was agreed that the Nizam should make over a jagir 

with a revenue of twenty lakhs of rupees, as also the 

fort end town of Aurangabad.°? Following the conclu- 

sion of this pact the Nizam himself called on Raghu- 

nathrao with presents of a pearl necklace, another 

string of pearls, a jewel headdress along with a pair 

of elephants and a pair of horses. During the meeting / 

Raghunathrao agreed to give up the fort and town of 

Aurangabad as al86 the jagir promised to him under the). — 

pact negotiated by Rukn-ud-daulah. He did this obvi- 

ously because he was so pleased with the Nizam's assu- 

rances of friendship and undertaking to desist from aid 

and assistance to his enemies extended by the Nizam>* 
The settlement with the Nizam was perhaps in 

part at least actuated by a desire to tackle without 

detraction the Nabob of Arcot and Haidar Ali. Report- 

ing the meeting between Raghunathrao and the Nizam, a 


letter from the Patwardhan Daftar states that it was 


51. Gense & Banaji, ODe cit., pe 267. 
52, Khare, op, cit., No. 1307, p. 2095, 


53. Ibid., No. 1311, p. 2100; Gense & Banaji,op.cit., 
p. 285. 


54. Khare, opecit., No.1311, p. 2101 & No, 1316,p.2105; 
Gense & Banaji, opecit., pp.285-286. 
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Protection of pregnant Gangabai has been made by 
Sardesad the main inspiration behind the ministers' - 
opposition to Raghunathrao. " As plots against her life 
were discovered ", Sardesai wrote, " she made pathetic 
appeals to Bapu, Nana and others to protect her. This 
gave rise to a movement for organizing an opposition to 
R'rao's rule. Sakharam Bapu had already lost. his regard 
and attachment for R'rao and to save dangebal from harm 
became now the pressing problem, for him and for all 
well-wishers of the Peshwa family. " Sardesai also re- 
calls that Raghunathrao had been declared by Ramshastri 
Prabhune as principally responsible for Narayanrao's 
murder and holds that his judgment "proved an indirect 
call to the various disaffected elements to disown his 
(Raghunathrao's) power and rally round the widow Ganga- 
bal, now known to have advanced a few months in preg- 
nancy "™ | 

But what do the contemporary records show? We 
may turn to their examination. Early in October 1773 
Sakherambapu caught hold of Shivaji Babaji, an aide of 
the Patwardhans. As Parashurambhau reported to Waman- 
rao from Jejuri on October 11, Sakharambapu told Shivaji 
Babaji how painful it was to him to whose care Narayan- 
rao was entrusted by Madhavrao to be suspect in the - 


matter of the unfortunate end of Narayanrao. He wished 


64. Sardesai, New History of the Marathas, vol.III,p.38. 


— 
he were dead rather than alive after Sarayanske’ 6 dauik: 
Parashurembhan expléined that Sskharambapu was sad - 
because as a party to the plot against Narayanrac he - 
expected either the removel of Narayanrao from office and 
imprisonment thereafter or Raghunathrao's coming out of 
the palace to set himself up independently; but in the 
event Narayanrao was murdered instead. Parashurambhau, 
however, attributed Sakharambapu's current unhappiness 
specifically to the manner in which Raghunathrao con- 
cucted the administration. Chinto Vithal invariably 
decided evexy thing exactly as Sakharambapu advised. If 
what Chinto Vithal advised were given effect to at all 
times Sakharambapu would have been happy. But Raghunath- 
rao did not place that confidence in Chinto Vithal to 
abide by the latter's advice,°° 

Appropriately enough in the light of the rela- 
tionship between Sakharambapu and the Patwardhans, Sakha- 
rambapu in his contact with Shivaji Babaji restricted him 
self to a statement of his dissatisfaction with Raghunath- 


rao, Parashurambhau however had intelligence about what 


65, Khare, Qpecit., No.1272, Ppp. 2063-2066. 


65A. The Patwardhans maintesined cordial relations with 
Nana Phadnis and had no affection for Sakharambapu. 
Nana Phadnis and Sakharambapu in their turn were in 
different factions till this time. Perhaps as Mili 
has specifically stated the two factions (His 
British India, vol.JI, pp.357-358) of Nana Phadnis 
and Sakharambapu came together through their common 
dissatisfaction with Raghunathrao. Was Sakharambapu's 
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Sekharambepu was driving at. In another letter written 
on the same day he explained it to Wamanrao. Paras huram- 
bhav wrote in this letter that Sakharambapu was angry - 
with Raghunathrao because the latter did not place full 
confidence in him despite Sakharambapu having hatched 
the initial plot against Narayanrao, Sakharambapu was 
also annoyed that his favourites, big and small were not 
as well looked after under Raghunathrao's regime as he 
wished. He therefore planned to turn the tables on 
Raghunathrao, Parashurambhau carefully added that he 
had picked up this very secret information and promised 
to write again about it after full investigation. © 

Particular care was taken to keep Raghunathrao 
in the dark. Raghunathrao on his part continued to call 
upon the sarders to join him on the expedition. For 
instance, in the last week of October 1773 he directed 
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contact with Shivaji Babaji his way of advising Nana 
Phadnis and faction that he was prepared to go along 
with them to do away with Raghunathrao despite the 
different paths they had followed in the past? 

For the Patwardhans, this was not the beginning of 
the active opposition to Peshwa Raghunathrao. In the 
same letter (Khare, Aitihasik Lekh Sangrah, vol.V, 
No.1273, p.2066) Parashurambhau stated that Gangabai 
was in genger of physical harm at Anandibai's behest 
and that she had to be protected by whatever means 
found to be necessary and feasible, even though at 
this stage Sakharambapu had not mentioned any line 
of action he had in mind. 


66. Khare, op.cit., No. 1273, pp. 2067-68. 
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This seems to have been the inspiration for the 


story that Anandibai was actively seeking to procure 
Gangabai's abortion, failing which she intended that 


i 


if Gangabai gave birth to a son, he should become a 
victim of some accident. /* The story was useful not 
only to induce Gangabai to go with the conspirators 
against Raghunathrao but to cooperate with them later. 
It was also useful to get on the conspirators' side 
‘many who were not necessarily very friendly with the 
conSpirators. Shivaji Babaji clearly wrote to Waman- 
rao on Nov. 15, 1773 that Sakharambapu was certain of 
the Patwardhans, the Rastes and Nana Phadnis joining 
in the intrigue against Raghunathrao if the plan were to 
protect Gangabai and the child in her womb. Shivaji 
Babaji added that Sakharambapu embarked on the intri- 
gue with the intention of getting Gangabai to adopt 

a son if she did not herself give birth to one. /° 


73. C.A.Kincaid and D.B.Parasnis have stated: "Anandi- 
bai was aware that Gangabai had hopes of issue,and 
forced her to take drugs, so as to procure a mis- 
carriage"(A History of the Maratha People,vol.III, 
p.108). Kincaid and Parasnis have not cited any 
authority for this. 

74, Khare, cit,, No. 1272, p. 2063. z ° 

75. Ibid., No.1299, pp. 2089-90; Grant Duff, op cite; . 
ppe 257-259, Sardesai provided a further variation: 
"Sakharam Bapu weighed the possibilities of the — 
situation and dexterously manoeuvred a scheme of 
protecting Gangabai from harm, if &@ male child was 
born, the problem would be easy but in-case of a 
female coming forth, the name of Ali Bahadur for 
the Peshwaship was contemplated, as he was the 
direct descendant of the valiant Bajirao". (New 


“History of the Marathas, vol.III, pp.39-40) 
* — |. 
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If the letter from Shivaji Babaji described the 
finalisation of the Barbhai Plot - as the plot by the 
ministers at Poona against Raghunathrao has come to be 
known in Maratha history - the principals among the ¥# 
plotters described their basis motivation in their ¥# 
letters to Trimbakrao Pethe. Unfortunately these letters 
are not available. But Trimbakrao Pethe's response which 
records the gist of the almost ipdentical letters received 
by him from Sakharambapu and Nana Phadnis, has been pub- 
lished by Sardesai in the fifth volume of the Selections 
from the Peshwa Daftar. Trimbakrao Pethe wrote to Sakha- 
rambapu on Feb. 8, 1774 acknowledging the receipt on the 
previous evening of Sakharambapu's letter of January 30. 
He repeated the contents of Sakharambapu's letter as 
follows: " The unfortunate occurred (i.e. Narayanrao's 
assassination) and it appeared that in the future there 
was no place for the descendants of Nanasaheb Peshwa. 
For this reason and also to ensure proper administration 
of the regime and its reputation, Sakharambapu, Nana 
Phadnis and Moroba Phadnis came together to spirit away 
artfully Gangabai te the fort of Purandar...what happened 
to Narayanrao is done. But after that if Raghunathrao 
had administered the regime in a manner appropriate for 
the Peshwa family and ensuring the protection of all, 
there should have been no occasion to do even this. But 


all are forced to do this by the realization that nothing 


of which was reported by Shiveji Babaji to Wamanrao 
Patwardhan on Nov. 15, 1773 from Mangalvedhe. Raghu- 
nathrao continued with his expedition and as refer- 
red to earlier reached Bedar on November 19 where 
the settlement with the Nizam was made. Raghunath- 
rao was obviously very satisfied with the outcome. 
That he considered this agreement to have also - : 
dealt with the nuisance of Sabaji Bhonsle also, is 
clear by his instruction to Trimbakrao Pethe not to 
enter into a separate accommodation with Sabaji.°° 
Raghunathrao had despatched Trimbakrao Pethe and 
Anandrao Raste against Sabaji earlier. Perhaps tak- 
ing the cue from the Nizam's reluctance to meet - 
Raghunathrao's forces on the battle field and the 
initiative in negotiations for accommodation, Sabaji 
on his part suggested to Trimbakrao Pethe negotiations 
for settlement of differences. As since an early 
stage Raghunathrao had concluded that Sabaji resorted 
to predatory action in the Peshwa territory only - 
because of the support of the Nizam, he saw no reason 
for a separate deal with Sabaji after the assurances 
secured from the Nizam, 

Satisfieduthat the problems in this area were 
settled, Raghunathrao proceeded south from Bedar by 


&6 
easy stages reaching Humanabad on Dec. 14, 1773. 


85, Khare, op.cit., No.1311, p. 2101. 
86. Ibid., No. 1321, p. 2108. 
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Purander.°* Reporting the accomplishment of the move 
to wane Naro Apaji Tulsibagwale wrote on Jan. 30, 
1774 that Sakharambapu and Nana Phadnis accompanied - 
Gangabai to Purander. 

It appears that the news of Gangabai having been 
taken to the fort of Purandar reached Raghunathrao 3 
swiftly and that he as swiftly assessed its implications. 
This was the first direct overt action of the old minis- 
ters and Raghunathrao inferred that it was part of a 
conspiracy against him. He also quickly decided who 
were likely to have participated in the conspiracy. Two 
days before the conspirators took away Gangabai, Raghu- 
nathrao had sent to Poona, according to Mostyn, " @ 
Force to Demand of the Ministers a considerable sum of 
money and to keep a strict watch over the Palace, that 
the Women do not Escape, and they are expected to arrive 
every Day w 95 Raghunathrao was marching towards Karné- 
tak at the time and intended to proceed against arcots® 


eee rr LC LL LL 


94, Ibid., No. 1322, p. 2108; Gense & Banaji, op.cit., 
ps 310. At Mangalvedhe it was agreed to take Ganga- 
pai to her father's house and then to the fort of 
Satara, (Khare, Aitihasik Lekh Sangrah, No.1299, 
pp. 2089-90). Perhaps the place where Gangabai was 
to be held, was changed from that originally plan- 
ned because Purandarg was much nearer than Satara 
from Poona so that the time taken for transfer was 
much shorter, reducing the risk of detection before 
the transfer was completed.(Gense & Banaji, The 


Third English Embassy to Poona, p.310) 
95. Gense & Banaji, opecit., Dp. 309. 


96. Ibid., p. 305. 
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Grant Duff has stated that Raghunathrao suspected 
especially Bhavanrao Pratinidhi among several sardars 
with him as likely to side with the Poona Ministers in 
their conspiracy against him of which the Peshwa had - 
information before any other person in his camp. The 
Peshwa therefore asked Bhavanrao to explain, according 
to Grant Duff, why he was maintaining 4,000 horse under 
him, instead of the three hundred which he has required 
to do by virtue of the obligations that went with the 
jagir lands granted to him. When Bhavanrao refused to 
give the explanation, Raghunathrao ordered Murarrao 
Ghorpade, Wamanrao Patwardhan and several other sardars 
to attack Bhavanrao's men. When all these persons - 
excused themselves on the plea that the issue was a 
domestic matter, Raghunathrao ordered his household 
troops and guns to be positioned for an attack on Bhavan- 
rao. He then himself went to the Pratinidhi to secure 
an explanation of his behaviour. In the discussions 
that then took place, however, amity was rebieret. 

If the Raghunathrao-Bhavanrao episode is strange, 
as we have commented above, Grant Duff's account of it 
is stranger still. No authority or source is cited by 
the author. On the other hand a contemporary letter by 


Krishnarao Kale, which we have cited earlier, has been 


105. Grant Duff., op.cit., pp. 260-261. 
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indicated by us as not only not indicating the cause of 
the conflict but also stating that Murarrao Ghorpade 
interceded to bring the episode to a close. Also the 
Patwardhans' own records state that Parashurambhau 
explained to Raghunathrao that he had brought his forces 
near the Peshwa's household troops and guns so as to 
assist the Peshwa promptly on receiving orders to do 
so. The fact of the matter seems to be the following. 
When KRaghunathrao contemplated tackling the Nizam whose 
protection he believed was emboldening Sabaji Bhonsle 
in his predatory moves in the Peshwa territory around 
Aurangabad, he asked particularly his favourites among 
the Maratha sardars to increase the number of their 
troops. Bhavanrao Pratinidhi was directed to add to 
his strength by a thousand or two men. He more than 
met this expectation. After the Raghunathrao-Nizam, 
settlement at Bedar, the Peshwa had no need for large 
forces and called upon Bhavanrao, as obviously on - 
others, to bring down their strength, even as he - 
allowed a number of sardars to return home. Bhavanrao 
neglected to do this. Very possibly Raghunathrao con- 
strued this as defiance of his authority which could 
106 He might have had particulerly in 
mind that Trimbakrao Pethe, no favourite of his, had 


not be brooked,. 


106. Bhagwat, A.N., Satarachya Pratinidhi Gharanyecha 
Itihas, vol. II, pp. 428 and 430. 
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not joined him as ordered, but remained - despite repea- 
ted instructions - around Aurangabad along with Sabaji 
Bhonsle with whom he had settled matters. Perhaps ¥ 


Raghunathrao argued that a sharp immediate action ageinst 


Bhavanwaro, who had been his faveurite and whom he had 
favoured against Bhagwantraoc, would have a salutary 
effect on the Maratha sardars and thereby ensure main- 
tenance of proper discipline in the domain under the 
Peshwa's immediate authority. 

The Peshwa-Bhavanrao spisode took place in the 
vicinity of Bellary. Raghunathrao received tribute of 
rupees 72,000 from Bellary following the settlement with 
Haidar about the dues from the region. Leaving the majo- 
rity of his troops behind at Bellary, Raghunathrao pro- 
ceeded to Kartikswami on Jen. 28, 1774 197 for worship- 
ping the god, taking only a small personal force with 
nim.108 It was while returning to the camp from the 


107. Mostyn's letter to Bombay of February 4, 1774 
stated " Letters received this Evening in seven 
Days from Ragobahs Camp, mentioned His having 
left His Army near Belleri with Directions to 
remain there, till he returned, or sent them 
orders, and gone Himself with 10,000 men to - 
Cartickswamy Pagodah on some Religious Ceremony; 
and as He will undoubtedly receive the news of 
the measures the Ministers have taken here, - 
before He returns, it is possible He will take 
this opportunity of leaving His army, a great 
part of which is against Him, and fly to some 
Power for Protection". (Gense & Banaji, The Third 
English Embassy to Poona, pp. 323-3224) 


108. Gense & Banaji, op,cit., p. 321. 
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